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Fahey Report 
Information Meetings 


Members of the Fahey Committee will meet the university 
community at the end of the month to provide further 
information about their report and answer questions. 

A first meeting will be held on Thursday, Sept. 30 at 3:00 
p.m. in the Vanier Library Auditorium on the Loyola 
campus. 

The second session will be held the next day, Oct. 1 at 1 
p.m., on the Sir George Williams campus in room 420 of the 
Hall Building. 

A special Senate meeting has been scheduled for Friday, 
Nov. 12, for a full discussion on the document. As well, it is 
expected the report will be debated at special meetings of the 


Rector’s Advisory Committee on Academic Administration 
(RACAA) and at Faculty Council meetings. The former are 
held in-camera; the latter are usually open to interested 


parties. 


The Rector, John O’Brien, has asked concerned individuals 
to forward their comments on the Fahey report to him by 
October 29. Reactions that can be made public can also be 


submitted to The Thursday Report for publication. 


r, 


Background to the Fahey 


It was in December, 1981, that the 
Board of Governors established the 
University Committee on Priorities and 
Planning, which just last week 
completed its mandate with the tabling 
of a 64-page report. 

The committee members were 
appointed by the Rector on January 
22, 1982, and the full committee met 
for the first time one week later. The 
members completed their document at 
an intensive weekend-long session 10 
days ago. 

The genesis of the Fahey committee 
really dates back to the $3 million 
budget cutting exercise of June 1981, 
when a special budget committee 
headed by Administration & Finance 
Vice-Rector Graham Martin tabled a 
series of recommendations affecting 
the financial aspects of nearly every 
unit in the university. 

The Board endorsed virtually all the 
Martin committee cuts at its June, 
1981 meeting. 

As the new 1981-82 academic year 


got underway in September, 1981, the 
academic deans and some senior 
administrators concluded that a more 
policy-oriented review of the overall 
operation of the university should be 
conducted. It was agreed the new 
exercise would not be another one of 
budget cutting per se, although it 
should likely be carried out within a 
budgetary context. 

In November and December, specific 
ideas about such a long-range planning 
exercise were being developed, and the 
urgency of the university’s financial 
situation dictated that work on 
deciding what ‘‘to emphasize and 
deemphasize’’ begin. 

As a result, the Fahey committee 
was struck. It was to be ‘‘concerned 
with the shaping of the University of 
the future... It would focus on 
academic programs, and recommend 
which among them should be 
emphasized or deemphasized’’. 

It was also to ‘‘consider what 
administrative services would be 


Committee 


necessary to support effectively the 
restated or redefined academic 
purposes.’’ 

As the Fahey Committee itself points 
out, the Quebec government helped 
diminish the urgency of the group’s 
budget-oriented mandate when it 
awarded a special $2.4 million 
operating grant to Concordia in 
March. The financial constraints on 
the University were eased further this 
summer when the government agreed 
to pick up a $1 million tax tab levelled 
on the university for the Norris 
Building. 

Alleviation of the immediate 
financial squeeze on the university does 
not mean less attention will be paid to 
the planning process, according to 
Rector John W. O’Brien. He has said 
the process set in motion by both the 
Fahey Committee report and the 
Mission study are crucial to charting a 
stable and prosperous future for the 
university. 


Text on the page prepared by the Public Relations office 








CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION 


On December 17, 1981, the Board of 
Governors of Concordia University in- 
structed the Rector to set up a University 
Committee on Priorities and Planning 
(BC-81-11-D44). At the board meeting, 
there was no unanimous support for the 
proposal probably not because it was 
judged that a committee to help Concor- 
dia plan for future would be without 
usefulness, but largely, it seems, because 
of uneasiness that the Committee 
members would be appointed directly by 
the Rector rather than by elections from 
the various university constituencies. 

Some of these objections were ex- 
pressed in the public forum, as for in- 
stance, in the article ‘‘By Decision of the 
Board’? CUFA News, Vol. 1, No. 5, 
Feb. 8, ’82 p. 2. 

No committee of a manageable size 
could ever be representative of all the 
major components of the University. 
But the mandate of this Committee re- 
quired that it not work in isolation, nor 
that it would simply reflect the views of 
the present administration of 
Concordia. 

After consultation, the Rector an- 
nounced the names of those who ac- 
cepted this mandate in addition to their 
other regular University commitments. 
In a letter dated January 22, 1982, five 
members were designated for this task: 
e Prof. M. Fahey, Dept. of 

Theological Studies (Chairman) 

e Prof. R. Cheng, Dept. of 

Mechanical Engineering 
e Ms. S. Murray, Graduate Student in 

Applied Linguistics 
e Prof. A. Pinsky, Dept. of Drawing 

and Painting 
e Mr. W. Shore, Admissions and 

Liaison 

It was further objected at this time 
that no undergraduate student was part 
of this Committee. The Committee itself 
realized that it did not have a represen- 
tative from the Faculty of Commerce 
and Administration, nor someone from 
the University Library, the Support 
Staff, etc. However, the Committee 
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decided to make use of this opportunity 
to act as a catalyst for drawing upon the 
many insights that are present in the 
University community. 

The task has been herculean. Some 
parts of the University may feel slighted 
or left out in this study. Some omissions 
were inevitable given the size and com- 
plexity of the University’s operation. 
But if the work of the Committee and its 
Report are viewed as an initial stage in 
an on-going process that will eventually 
involve many more persons, then these 
present omissions will be less critical. 

On more than one occasion, the Com- 
mittee members discovered how in- 
complete their own understanding of the 
University was. If they were predisposed 
to see the University as something less 
than excellent as a whole, they were fre- 
quently rudely awakened, as_ they 
discovered programs, departments, 
whole faculties where excellence is 
notable. 

When the first Committee first met on 
January 29, 1982, it studied the mandate 
in the Board of Governors’ instructions 
which read in part: 

The Committee, acting within a 
budget-oriented context, would be 
concerned with the shaping of the 
University of the future. Guided 
by the twin goals of high academic 
quality and accessibility of the 
community, it would focus on the 
academic programs, and recom- 
mend which among them should 
be emphasized or deemphasized. 

It would also consider what ad- 
ministrative services would be 
necessary to support effectively the 
restated or redefined academic 
purposes. Within an_ eighties 
perspective, it would identify any 
change or developments required 
during the coming three years. 

The Committee had no illusions that it 
would be able to find a magic formula to 
solve the worrisome fact of the Univer- 
sity’s on-going and ever-increasing debt; 
it felt uneasy with the term ‘‘deem- 
phasis’’ if that were to mean eventual 
closure of programs of the University. 


Relationship with the Peat, 
Marwick Study 

Another fact had to be taken into con- 
sideration, one which frankly puzzled 
the Committee at first, namely, its rela- 
tionship to another undertaking already 
in nrocess under the direction of Peat, 
Marwick & Partners, the project on 
Concordia’s ‘‘Mission and Strategy for 
the Eighties.’’ At the suggestion of the 
Steering Committee of that project, the 
chairman of this Committee was invited 
to sit in on the informational sessions of 
the Peat, Marwick team. 

It became clear that although there 


was some overlapping, the Peat, Mar- 
wick study would be more managerial in 
focus: it would be concerned with the 
broader community (government, 
business, alumni/alumnae, etc.) The ex- 
ternal consultants have not had the same 
kind of internal experience of this 
University as members of this 
Committee. 

Since the Peat, Marwick ‘‘Mission 
and Strategy Development Study: Phase 
I’’ will shortly be published in summary 
for the University community, the Com- 
mittee does not need to list here the eight 
opportunities which have been submit- 
ted by that study for the University’s 
consideration. Suffice it to say that of 
these eight opportunities this Committee 
supports the first three of those options: 
academic excellence, service to the local 
community, and cost-effective quality. 
The present report should make it clear 
how we further understand these 
opportunities. 

The Committee has been encouraged 
by the beginning of Phase II of that Mis- 
sion and Strategy Study, a phase which 
now invites representatives of the 
University to evaluate and comment on 
the Phase I. Since the beginning of the 
summer, various task forces headed by 
Vice-Rectors and including Deans and 
faculty members have been working to 
produce position papers as a next stage 
in the process. 

This Committee expects that in these 
there will be some overlapping with the 
main thrust of our Report. Such repeti- 
tion will be an asset to building 
consensus. 

The University Committee on 
Priorities and Planning has been at work 
for nine months on this project. During 
that period, the Committee interviewed 
the senior administrators of the Univer- 
sity, some at considerable length, some 
more than once. 

They were assisted by numerous writ- 
ten submissions and statistical data pro- 
vided, spontaneously or upon request 
from various offices. The Academic 
Deans and Provost collectively made an 
important contribution. At the Deans’ 
own request, the Committee met with 
them as a group, and received from 
them in writing a detailed plan on how 
to establish academic priorities. 

On April 26, 1982, the Committee ad- 
dressed a letter to some 55 chairpersons 
of the various departments and units in- 
cluding the principals of the various col- 
leges. It was gratified by the 65% 
response rate (even at an inconvenient 
time of the year), a fact that shows the 
interest of the chairpersons in questions 
of the future academic thrust of 
Concordia. 

The questionnaire to the chairpersons 


asked the following questions: 


e How do you envisage your own 
department’s or unit’s con- 
tribution to the University over the 
next ten years? Do you foresee 
necessary changes, reorganization? 

e If provincial funding over the next 
years does decline, how could your 
area operate in a reduced 
budgetary context? 

¢ On a broader scale, what do you 
perceive as Concordia’s special 
strengths as a Montreal, urban 
university? How can Concordia 
further adapt in a period of 
transition? 

e Do you envisage any administra- 
tive or organizational changes at 
Concordia that would improve its 
success as an academic institution? 


A wide range of insightful responses 
were received from the chairpersons 
the following departments and units: 


ARTS & SCIENCE 

Division I: 

Classics (L. Sanders) 
Communication Studies (L. Crysler) 
English (A. Broes) 

History (C. Bertrand) 

Journalism (E. Raudsepp) 

Library Studies (A.M. Galler) 
Modern Lang. & Ling. (H. Famira) 
TESL (M. Petrie) 

Theological Studies (J. Ryan) 
Division IT: 

Applied Social Sciences (S. Carter) 
Economics (B. Sahni) 

Education (D. Dicks) 

Geography (B. Slack) 

Political Science (E.M. Price) 
Psychology (T. Arbuckle — Maag) 
Religion (J. Lightstone) 

Sociology & Anthropology (T. Buckner) 


Division ITT: 

Biology (R.M. Roy) 
Chemistry (L. Langford) 
Geology (S. Kumarapeli) 
Math (H. Proppe) 
Physics (M.S. Dubas) 
Division IV: 
Colleges: 
Centre for 
Diubaldo) 
Lonergan 
McEvenue) 
School of Community & Public Affairs 
(K. Bindon) 
Simone de 
Verthuy) 
Special Programs: 

Canadian Studies Program (C. Decarie) 
Self-Elected Specialization (T. Gray) | 
Science & Human Affairs (F. Knelman) 


Mature Students (R. 


University College (S. 


Beauvoir Institute (M. 














Urban Studies Program (A. Melamed) 


COMMERCE & ADMINISTRATION 
Finance (C.L. Patterson) 
Marketing (P.W. Pasold) 


ENGINEERING AND COMPUTER 
SCIENCE / 
Computer Science (C.Y. Suen) 
Mechanical Engineering (T.S. Sankar) 


FINE ARTS 
Art Education (D. Pariser) 
Design (S. Hudson) 


Notification was received from several 
departments that the chairperson was 
away at the time of the request. From 
the Faculty of Engineering some 
chairpersons indicated that they had 
participated in a joint submission 
prepared by the Dean of Engineering. 
The acting director of Health Education 
indicated that the program was being 
phased out. 

The response rate was 65% in general; 
the response rate for Arts & Science was 
81%. 

In addition to its letter to the chairper- 
sons, the Committee invited individual 
submissions from faculty members, 
students and non-academic support staff 
in The Thursday Report and The Link. 
Written suggestions were submitted to 
the Committee following this invitation. 
Some of the non-academic support staff 
brought to our attention concerns about 
morale and working conditions, but the 
Committee, because of scheduling dif- 
ficulties, did not meet with a represen- 
tative from CUNASA. 

A letter was sent to each student 
organization or officially constituted 
student group at the University 
solliciting comments and suggestions. A 
committee member met with any student 
group that expressed the wish to discuss 
matters relating to University life. 

The Committee also interviewed the 
two co-presidents of the Concordia 
University Students’ Association 
(CUSA) and subsequently contacted the 
new Officers, elected last spring, with an 
invitation to submit written views on 
behalf of their executive group. 


Difficulties in Preparing the Report 
Despite the frequency of meetings, the 
Committee obviously did not have suffi- 
cient time to study each facet of the 
University. At first it needed to learn 
many details regarding administrative 
procedures, areas of responsiblity, 
methods of reporting, decision-making 
processes, and the mandates of standing 
or ad hoc committees at the University. 
1) A Moving Target 
Part of the difficulty connected with 
preparing this Report was the fact that 
the University and its setting in Quebec 


seemed to be frequently in motion. Dur- 
ing this period for example, the Quebec 
Ministry of Education announced im- 
portant decisions regarding future fun- 
ding for Concordia and UQAM which 
made available to Concordia an addi- 
tional $2.4M to be added to the on-going 
base of the government’s subventions. 
According to a decision reached in April 


1982, the final envelope for Concordia . 


alloted by the government was 
$73,554,000 out of the total 
$800,798,000 awarded to the Quebec 
network of universities. The Ministry’s 
decision included a more favourable way 
of financing new students, a fact that 
somewhat improved Concordia’s well- 
known financial plight. 
2) Other Changes 
Other changes in the University were 
related to internal administrative deci- 
sions regarding a wide-range of issues 
such as introduction of admission 
quotas for certain faculties and depart- 
mental programs, transfers in methods 
of reporting (e.g. the office of Human 
Resources was switched from the port- 
folio of the Vice-Rector, Administration 
and Finance to the responsibility of one 
of the present Vice-Rectors, Academic). 
3) Contract Negotiations 
During the tenure of this Committee, 


negotiatons were under way between the 
Administration and the Faculty Union, 
CUFA, in order to reach a first contract 
settlement. Those items which had 
already been successfully negotiated, 
were summarized in CUFA News Vol. 1, 
No. 7 (June 30, 1982) pp 3-6. The Ad- 
ministration published a list of clauses 
still under negotiation. 

As is well known, CUFA requested 
the provincial Ministry of Labour for 
binding arbitration under the provisions 
of Article 93 of the Quebec Labour 
Code and on July 19, 1982 the Ministry 
announced establishment of an arbitra- 
tion procedure. The negotiations under- 
way have created a certain pall of 
uneasiness especially among faculty 
members. Furthermore, certain terms of 
the final settlement of the contract could 
indirectly determine decisions about the 
University’s priorities and planning for 
the future, as well as redistribution of 
University resources. 

4) Data Collection 
The Office of Institutional Research and 
the Personnel Office provided statistical 
data beyond what already appears in the 
Concordia University Statistics Book of 
1980-81. Slight variations in the figures 
will be noted because of different ways 
of computing them. 


Scope of the Report 


The Report provides an analysis of the 
present strengths and future challenges 
for Concordia; it analyzes the present 
spirit or mood of the University and 
raises concerns about the effectiveness 
of communication in various parts of 
the University. It studies the human, 
physical and financial resources of the 
University and suggests certain realloca- 
tions. Next it proposes changes in its ad- 
ministrative and committee structure. 
Finally, it raises questions for future 
study regarding auxiliary and ancillary 
services made available at the 
University. 

The Report offers no overall solutions 
to many challenges. It recommends ac- 
tion to be taken on main problems and 
recommends further study on some. 


Distribution 


The Report is expected to be made 
public following its submission by the 
Rector to the Board of Governors. Dur- 
ing the following month members of the 
University Community will be invited to 
respond to this report. 


CHAPTER II: IMPROVING COMMUNICATIONS 


AND ESPRIT DE CORPS AT CONCORDIA 


1. Communication 

In many submissions to this Commit- 
tee it was repeatedly noted that Concor- 
dia suffers at various levels from defi- 
cient methods of communication. This 
phenomenon is not attributed to ill-will 
but rather to the complexities of coor- 
dinating a large, sprawling operation. 

Expressions that recurred often were: 
isolation, remoteness, separation, insuf- 
ficient information. In the view of this 
Committee this lack of communication 
contributes to a lessening of the Univer- 
sity’s esprit de corps, and adds to the 
mood of uneasiness among students, 
faculty, administration, and support 
staff. 

The present morale at Concordia like 
that of much of society leaves much to 
be desired. The prevailing mood in some 
segments of the University is one of 
uncertainty that this anglophone univer- 
sity in Montreal may not survive the next 
two decades if enrolments decline, if the 
current economic recession continues. 

Others believe that if it does survive, 
the University will operate in a diminish- 
ed way. Employees fear that they may 
lose their jobs, departments that they 
may lose their previous roles. Students 


fear that further choice and quality pro- 
grams may suffer. They fear further cut- 
backs as they expressed in a protest dur- 
ing 1981/82: ‘‘Education is a Right, Not 
a Privilege. Demand an End to the Cut- 
backs.”’ 

Still this mood is counterbalanced by 
a growing esteem for the University. 
There is optimism that Concordia can 
and should survive not only because it 
already exists, but also because it fulfills 
important functions in the Province of 
Quebec and serves many sectors of the 
population. 

Concordia is seen as providing both 
unique and traditional programs of high 
caliber at a low cost. The feeling of la- 
tent pride is underscored by the convic- 
tion that this ‘‘non elitist’’ university is 
becoming the first choice of an increas- 
ing number of students. 

There is pride that the University 
recognizes the life experiences of the 
mature student and that its flexible pro- 
gramming permits higher education to 
the part-time and full-time worker, to 
parents raising children, to the retired. 

While this exists, there are also feel- 
ings of anger and frustration. Anger by 
students who perceive that some essen- 


tial facilities (library, study areas) are 
substandard. Anger too that popular, 
high demand programs need to impose 
quotas because of understaffing, under- 
funding or disproportionate allocation 
of resources. 

Anger that slow-moving bureaucracy 
and balkanized departments have done 
little to rectify imbalances in the Univer- 
sity. Frustration occurs when people 
perceive that certain departments with 
smaller enrolments hold onto assets ac- 
quired during a period of expansion and 
prosperity. 

One of the key challenges to Concor- 
dia University in the Eighties as it 
prepares to determine academic. 
priorities of its resources will be to 
develop a communality of aims and con- 
victions shared by faculty, administra- 
tion and students. Fortunately, times of 
hardship can often serve to unite various 
segments of a community so that they 
will pull together. 

In order to reach solutions acceptable 
to as many segments of the University as 
possible, information and discussion of 
the issues are necessary. Already in the 
last year, some steps have been initiated 
by the administration. The period 





following the publication of this present 
Report and the Peat, Marwick Study 
may help the University as a whole to 
participate. 

In the judgment of the Committee 
academic life will be enriched by a 
greater sharing of information. In the 
last year, the University, through the Of- 
fice of Public Relations, has made pro- 
gress in closer dealings with the provin- 
cial government and the business 
community. 

Now greater attention must be placed 
on internal communication. Senior ad- 
ministrators are urged to provide leader- 
ship which will hopefully encourage 
chairpersons, program directors and 
faculty members to do likewise. 

To aid in this process, the Committee 
recommends the following: 
¢ The role of The Thursday Report 

should be expanded to include more 

official communication from the of- 
fice of the Rector and Vice-Rectors. 

Regular features such as a column by 

the Rector could report on significant 

issues related to the Ministry of 

Education, decisions affecting the life 

of the University. It should be 

published all year including May 
through September. 
¢ The Rector should be encouraged to 
provide an annual State of the 


University address in which he 
outlines, plans, challenges and hopes 
for the future. Without such sharing 
of information, a sense of common 
enterprise is difficult to develop. 
The Vice-Rector, Academic should 
also assume a more visible role in the 
University community through 
discussion of decisions affecting 
academic priorities. It is widely held 
that not enough information about 
academic life is circulated. 

The findings of committees and study 
groups should be more widely 
publicized. An information 
repository for public University 
documents should be kept in a central 
location for consultation by faculty, 
staff and students. 

Faculty and departmental reports 
should be regularly made available to 
the student population. Often before 
important information is learned of- 
ficially it has been leaked from 
“‘unoffical’’ sources. 

More university functions of an 
educational nature should be organiz- 
ed, such as public debates (Debats 
Midi), symposia or conferences. 
More social contact between various 
parts of the University is desirable. 
Students wish to share meals occa- 
sionally with faculty or ad- 





ministrators. Faculty wish to see ad- 
ministrators more frequently in the 
cafeteria or faculty club. 


2. Students’ Concerns 
a) Overcrowding 

Students at Concordia face many 
hardships. They suffer the lack of ade- 
quate library facilities and space in 
which to meet and study. Often the only 
places available for students are the 
overcrowded, dirty and noisy cafeteria. 

Students can also be seen sitting on 
the floor in the corridors. of the Hall 
Building. The inadequate study-space on 
the fourth floor of the Hall Building is 
sometimes the subject of arguing and 
frustration. 

On the Loyola Campus the shortage 
of study space is appalling, and 
crowding in the Vanier Library is 
serious, especially as examinations ap- 
proach. Study and office space for 
graduate students is unevenly distributed 
with some students having large offices, 
others none at all. 

This makes it difficult for students to 
pursue their studies effectively and occa- 
sions bad feelings. Students resent that 
offices are reserved for faculty, some of 
which seem rarely used. 





b) Teacher-Student Relationships 

Complaints have been received from 
students about teachers’ apparent lack 
of interest in student work, their preoc- 
cupation in other activities, not appear- 
ing during announced office hours, not 
announcing changes in office hours, not 
showing up for scheduled appointments, 
not submitting marks on time, and 
disappearing from the university from 
mid April to September. Students also 
complain about inadequate advising. 

Chairpersons must take seriously well- 
founded and verifiable complaints of 
students and remedy them. Chairper- 
sons must also insist that faculty carry 
out their academic responsibilities to 
students and provide effective teaching. 
c) Student-Administration Relation- 
ships 

To a large extent student relations 
with administration are limited to ex- 
posure in areas as Accounts, Registrar’s 
Office, Student Services, Admissions, 
etc. Students seldom deal with the ad- 
ministrators themselves but rather with 
their secretaries, clerks and assistants. 
Student complaints of rudeness, ineffi- 
ciency, and lack of compassion and con- 
cern are abundant. 





CHAPTER III: ACADEMIC PRIORITIES AND UNIVERSITY RESOURCES 


1. The Need for Priorities 

The University must achieve a consen- 
sus regarding academic priorities for the 
following decade and make informed 
decisions about better deployment of its 
human, physical and financial 
resources. These decisions cannot be 
reached hastily or without wide par- 
ticipation of all sectors. 

They have to be reached on the basis 
of present resources and ever changing 
factors: the number of departments 
within a Faculty, the size of its teaching 
staff, changes in enrolment patterns, 
students’ needs, records of 
achievements. In judging its priorities 
the University cannot act in splendid 
isolation, ignoring the specializations 
and facilities of other Montreal univer- 
sities, especially the other anglophone 
institution, McGill University. 


Priorities Old and New 


As a general principle, it can be stated 
that Concordia should continue to em- 
phasize those disciplines that were urged 
as its special ‘‘axes de développement’’ 
by the Conseil des Universités in 1976. 
Secondly, it should emphasize those 
areas where it has established proven ex- 
cellence in programs. 

The disciplines identified by the Con- 
seil were: Commerce and Administra- 
tion, Engineering and Computer 


Science, Fine Arts and Communication. 
These areas have a continuing claim to 
be, in that sense, priorities. The Conseil 
was not ignoring the disciplines of Arts 
and Science as future ‘‘axes’’, but 
argued correctly that these areas needed 
greater focus and specificity. 

Since 1976, Concordia has grown in 
the quality of its academic life both in its 
three Faculties of Commerce and Ad- 
ministration, Engineering and Com- 
puter Science, and Fine Arts, as well as 
in the Faculty of Arts and Science. The 
Faculty of Arts and Science has taken a 
number of steps to respond to the re- 
quest of the Conseil that it should 
assume a sharper profile. 

One of the first initiatives was to 
merge the previously separate Faculty of 
Arts and the Faculty of Science at the Sir 
George Williams campus with the Facul- 
ty of Arts and Science previously located 
at Loyola. This new Faculty of Arts and 
Science has begun new programs, and 
has also launched a unique venture in 
quality education through the establish- 
ment of various ‘‘colleges?’ each one of 
which is inspired by a specific issue or 
philosophy of learning. 

At the University there are programs 
noted for the excellence of their pro- 
fessors, proven teaching effectiveness, 
well-integrated graduate programs, and 
significant research projects funded by 


external agencies. Some programs are 
perceived as_ specially relevant by 
students, and are judged as useful for 
entry into the job market. These pro- 
grams have become a more clearly ar- 
ticulated ‘‘axe’’ in the University. 

At Concordia there are also a number 
of disciplines which the Committee feels 
are absolutely essential to the proper 
academic life of any university. These 
are disciplines that are found in all ma- 
jor universities. Some of these depart- 
ments have small, fluctuating 
enrolments, some provide large and 
significant service functions to other 
departments. 

The University cannot neglect these 
departments or expect them to operate 
at only slightly above the ‘‘poverty 
line’’. If the University is to remain truly 
a university, then these departments too 
will have to be supported. But they must 
identify for themselves, as we will argue 
below, what their own areas of 
specialization are or will be. 

Finally, there is another category of 
disciplines, those judged to be not 
critical or essential to the operation of 
this University, but which meet com- 
munity needs. Some of these disciplines 
were constituted as departments during 
a period of expansion when resources 
were more available. 

In a time of tighter budgets, funding 


for these programs will have to be more 
limited. However, when such a pro- 
gram, for whatever reason, no longer 
meets normally acceptable academic 
standards or is unable to gain accredita- 
tion, or no longer serves its clientele, it 
should be phased out as soon as 
possible. 


Deemphasis or Emphasis List? 


The Priorities Committee interviewed 
the Rector and Vice-Rectors and receiv- 
ed many submissions from deans, chair- 
persons, faculty members and students. 
At a very early stage of its deliberations, 
this Committee felt confident that it 
might be able, with proper assistance, to 
weigh programs or to establish 
categories in order to meet the expecta- 
tions of those who hoped for (or dread- 
ed) the publication of a ‘‘list’’ of what 
should be emphasized and 
deemphasized. 

But as its work progressed the Com- 
mittee understood better the scope of 
this project as including consideration of 
over 50 departments and 150 programs. 
It soon realized that any kind of credit 
rating about the relative merits or inade- 
quacies of a department or a program 
especially within this brief nine-month 
time frame, would only be impres- 
sionistic. Such judgments based in some 
cases on fragmentary information would 








be presumptuous to say the least. 

To categorize programs in this way 
would be methodologically unaccep- 
table. Credible assessment can only be 
the product of a far longer process, one 
involving more directly the departments 
themselves, one using consistent criteria. 
Ultimately too, some outside assistance 
will have to be sollicited from experts in 
various academic disciplines. For this 
Committee to attempt anything else 
would, in short, be indefensible. 

The Committee is aware that some in 
the University had high hopes that this 
task could be achieved more quickly. 
There is unfortunately no ‘‘crystal ball’’ 
that contains answers to the future. The 
refusal of the Committee to make value 
judgments about specific departments or 
program, is not a renunciation of its 
mandate. It is an invitation to others to 
be part of an ongoing procedure begun 
with the help of many. The task may be 
further assisted by Phase Two of the 
Peat, Marwick study. 


Recommendations to the Board 


The Committee recommends there- 
fore to the Board of Governors 
establishment of a University-wide pro- 
cess of Academic Planning and Evalua- 
tion. This would take place over a three 
year period in several stages: 

1. In January 1983 each department 
of the University would be asked to 
begin a one-year analysis and assess- 
ment, under the direction of its Dean, of 
its structures, academic focus, faculty, 
student population, budget, research in- 
terests, and service functions to other 
departments. The same criteria for all 
departments in the four Faculties will be 
used. Results of these departmental 
evaluations would be made available to 
the University by December 1983. 

2. In January 1984, each of the four 
Faculties, under the direction of the 
Vice-Rectors and Deans, would be asked 
to analyze the interrelationship of the 
four Faculties in light of these findings 
with a view to establishing a balanced 
growth or contraction of the Univer- 
sity’s academic programs to be assumed 
by each Faculty. Broad guidelines 
should be ready by December 1983. 

3. In January 1985, the University 
would study how to achieve this relative 
expansion or contraction in the various 
Faculties. By December 1985 final plans 
should be formulated about to effect 
these shifts for implementation By 
September 1986. 


Academic Recommendations to the 
Departments for Now 


On a number of specific issues the 
Committee wishes, however, to offer 
recommendations and suggestions that 
can be effected soon without prejudice 
to the longer and more comprehensive 
process. 

Each Department should develop a 
specific profile. Or, if one already exists, 
it should be reviewed and more widely 


disseminated and published for 
University-wide and external usage. 
Each department is expected, as part of 
its preparation for the process that 
would begin formally in January 1983, 
to articulate carefully what constitutes 
the specific and possibly unique focus of 
its academic programs, beyond its in- 
troductory and service courses. In other 
words, each department would be ex- 
pected to identify one specialization 
within its discipline, or a very limited 
number of specializations, that give the 
department its particular character. 

Such formulations are necessary to 
clarify what is unique about Concordia, 
and to remove the impression it attempts 
too many programs. Articulating the 
special character of Concordia’s pro- 
grams could encourage collaborative 
research within a department or with 
another department. The formulation of 
these specializations would highlight our 
strengths and enable us to communicate 
them to the CEGEPs and the communi- 
ty at large. 


Resource Deployment 

In what follows the Committee ad- 
dresses human, physical and financial 
resources at the University. In order to 
examine its responsibility to its students 
and to the community at large, the 
University needs to examine closely its 
use of resources now. 

It is possible that properly qualified 
students are being excluded from desired 
programs because of inappropriate con- 
strictions of faculty appointments, 
budgetary constraints in a certain area, 
or even restrictive space allocation. 


1. Human Resources 
Women at Concordia 

It is noted that women are under- 
represented in the student population of 
certain faculties, in its professorial 
ranks, as well as in some administrative 
posts. Whereas this phenomenon may be 
the result of a variety of factors at work 
in society at large, nevertheless the Com- 
mittee urges that the University assume 
greater leadership in promoting and en- 
forcing equal opportunity in hiring 
women at all levels and in admitting 
women students in all programs. 

In the case of possible contraction in 
any area of the University, especially 
among part-time teachers and support 
staff, care should be taken to avoid any 
discrimination against women. 


a) Full Time Faculty 

Hiring new faculty members to 
replace retiring or departing faculty 
should be allowed in areas where there 
has been a clear commitment to the Con- 
seil’s 1976 ‘‘axe de développement’’ or 
where the Dean is able to establish the 
need for a replacement to maintain 
demonstrable strengths and excellence in 
a program. 

Because students have a right to ex- 
pect dedicated and professional perfor- 


mance of duties by faculty members, the 
role of evaluating faculty teaching, 
availability, and other duties rests with 
chairpersons but especially with Deans 
and Vice-Rector, Academic. This should 
be given special attention. Where 
dissatisfaction with a faculty member’s 
performance is established, every effort 
should be made to identify its causes and 
to suggest practical remedies in an en- 
couraging way. 

The Committee is well aware of the 
delicate issues presently under arbitra- 
tion between the Administration and the 
Faculty Union regarding the possibility 
of tenure review and tenure revocation. 
This Committee therefore, offers no 
recommendation on these issues. 

In certain undersubscribed depart- 
ments of the University or in depart- 
ments with a large number of faculty 
members and a low student/faculty 
ratio, there may be professors who have 
achieved excellence but who are current- 
ly underutilized. This situation could, in 
part, be solved by transfer to other areas 
of the university, either academic and 
administrative. 

Course cancellations for want of stu- 
dent enrolment should not be allowed to 
become a course remission but should be 
made up. 

b) Part-Time Faculty 

Concordia, as did its parent institu- 
tions, makes use of a significant number 
of part-time teachers. It will be noted 
that their number almost matches the 
number of full-time teachers. They are 
not distributed equally in all depart- 
ments, but larger numbers are often 
clustered in high enrolment programs. 

The vital role that part-time teachers 
play in the University should be identi- 
fied and recognized. In fact, it would be 
impossible to operate without them. 

It is important to recognize there are 
various kinds of part-time faculty, rang- 
ing from graduate students teaching in- 
troductory courses, to specialists pro- 
viding highly technical skills. 

Where a high percentage of part-time 
teachers is present in a department, it is 
important that students do not suffer 
because of a lack of contact with instruc- 
tors outside of classtime. The possibility 
of additional stipends for extra contact 
hours with students should be explored. 

Complaints of part-time teachers 
should be seriously addressed, especially 
complaints regarding late finalization 
of contracts, poor recognition of part- 
time teachers with longer association 
with the University, lack of adequate 
work space, and areas for advising 
students. 

c) Non-Academic Administration and 
Services 

The non-academic sectors of the 
University include many services affec- 
ting the academic life of student and 
faculty alike. The services of non- 
academic staff need to be more closely 
subsumed under the academic role of the 


University which is its raison d’étre. It is 
vital then that there be close collabora- 
tion between the academic and non- 
academic sectors of the University. 

In a time of shrinking resources the 
non-academic sector of the University 
must also economize and rationalize. 
The academic areas of the University 
need to learn to get along with few of 
their valuable services. 

This Committee applauds the serious 
efforts already undertaken to reduce the 
size of some administrative staffs, 
especially in the ongoing consolidation 
of the separate campus operations. Care 
must be taken to eliminate any ‘‘make 
do’’ jobs, jobs created for individuals at 
that time of the merger, or jobs that 
could be more cost efficiently subcon- 
tracted to non-University personnel. 

Areas that have been identified as 
possibly capable of operating with a 
smaller staff are: Audio-Visual Depart- 
ment, Computer Centre, Physical Plant, 
Purchasing. 

In regard to ancillary services, 
avoidance of waste and unnecessary ex- 
pense must be a major concern. The 
University should be assured that stu- 
dents and faculty derive some advant- 
ages such as discounts. The cafeterias 
should provide reasonably priced food 
and should be kept clean especially dur- 
ing peak hours of operation. The use of 
the cafeteria in the Hall Building by non- 
University persons should be monitored. 

The Bookstore operation should pro- 
vide students with prices that reflect sav- 
ings from bulk purchases. 

The residence facilities located on the 
Loyola Campus should be a self- 
financing operation, and should provide 
adequate living accommodations con- 
ducive to academic life. 

The shuttle bus operation should be 
increased in frequency especially during 
the semesters. Use of this service should 
be monitored so that it is used only by 
University personnel and students. 

Entrance fees for films at the Conser- 
vatoire de cinématographie should con- 
tinue to be minimal for students. Non 
University patrons should be required to 
pay a fee comparable to that of local 
repertory theatres. 

The Faculty clubs should not receive 
high subsidies especially when member- 
ship fees are low or when the facilities 
are used by non-members. The Faculty 
Club in the Hall Building occupies a 
large area of underutilized space during 
hours when students feel the effects of 
congestion. The use of this space may 
have to be reconsidered. 

Parking fees should be charged at the 
same rate for both campuses. Parking 
should not be a subsidized service at the 
University. 

d) Support Staff 

This Committee also judges that fur- 
ther rationalization is needed in some 
secretarial and technical areas. This does 
not deny the dedicated service of many 





persons who serve as good-will am- 
bassadors of the University vis a vis the 
students with whom they come into con- 
tact frequently. 

While it may not be possible to com- 
bine departmental or administrative sec- 
retaries from different areas because of 
distances between offices and work 
load, departments that have more than 
one secretary should be asked to study 
more closely their needs. In many cases 
it will be easy to justify the existing staff, 
but some reduction may be possible in 
other cases. The same applies to 
technicians. 

During the slower months of May 
through August, reduction of secretarial 
staff may be possible. Summer replace- 
ments for holiday periods may be sharp- 
ly reduced. The possibility of a typing 
pool for routine and less urgent tasks 
should be explored. 

A performance rating for this support 
staff supported by merit increment 
should be formalized at the University. 

In these matters of savings by reduc- 
ing size, the University must 
demonstrate that the savings are being 
redirected to encourage academic 
excellence. 


2. Physical Resources 
a) Space Distribution 

According to the norms established 
for the Quebec universities, Concordia 
has a lack of physical resources. This 
fact comes as no surprise to students and 
faculty. In regard to what is termed 
academic space (which does not include 




















library space), the space is distributed 
among the following Faculties and 
Graduate studies in square meters (m”*) 


Arts and Science 24,900 m? 53.7% 
Commerce and Admin. 2,620 m? 5.7% 
Engineering and 

Computer Science 9,450m? 20.4% 
Fine Arts 9,180 m? 19.8% 
Graduate Studies 173 m? 0.4% 


(Source: Physical Resources Office). 

In terms of what is authorized for 
academic space by the Quebec govern- 
ment, Concordia should have had 
50,500 m? norm generated space when in 
fact it had 46,300 m? actual space, givin 
a shortage of —4,200 m?. 

What is puzzling in the distribution of 
space is the fact (based on the com- 
parison between norm-generated space 
1980/81 and actual academic space 
1981/82) that Division III (Natural 
Sciences) of the Faculty of Arts and 
Science is well over the norm. A smaller 
amount over the norm is noted for the 
colleges. 


Norm 

Generated Differences 
General 304 -122 
Division I 6630 -2120 
Division II 6220 -314 
Division III 8520 4880 
Division IV 320 562 
Total Arts & Science 22000 2890 
Commerce & Admin. 3780 -1158 
Engineering & C.S. 11500 -2060 
Fine Arts 13200 -3980 
Grad. Studies 95 78 


(Source: Physical Resources Office) 


The explanation for these differences 
may have a historical reason. This Com- 


mittee recommends, however, that the 
exact location and nature of this excess 
space be further clarified to the Univer- 
sity and that where possible it be made 
available to others. Such transfers 
should not be done mechanically, 
especially when costly equipment is in- 
volved. A temporary decline in an area 
of natural sciences should not mean an 
automatic transfer of space. 

Because of the innovative nature and 
proven success of many of the colleges in 
attracting new high quality students to 
Concordia, this Committee recommends 
allowing to the successful colleges some 
additional space above norm allocation. 


b) The Two Campus Operations 

Since the merger of Sir George 
Williams and Loyola, much has been 
achieved to rationalize the use of the ma- 
jor sites of Concordia. Some programs 
and Faculties are now largely concen- 
trated on one campus or the other. 
Others are divided into two locations, 
such as Fine Arts. 

In the view of this Committee, a clear 
and consistent operational plan must be 
taken within the next two years to decide 
where to concentrate certain Faculties 
and departments. In formulating this 
policy, the needs and sources of 
students, historical and geographical fac- 
tors, transportation possibilities, pro- 
gram appeal must be considered. 

Concordia cannot afford to operate as 
though it were two universities. The 
move to consolidate services such as Ad- 
missions, Registrar’s Office, Records, 





Personnel, Finances, are to be applaud- 
ed. Any duplication of offices or plants 
are costly and should be eliminated. 

Some submissions to this Committee 
raised questions about the wisdom of 
offering evening classes on both cam- 
puses. Some suggested not using the 
Loyola Campus for evening courses. In 
the view of this Committee, such a 
restriction would not be a wise choice, 
nor would it effect significant savings. 
The Loyola Campus continues to attract 
a specific, often different clientele. 

Both the Loyola and the downtown 
campus are not sufficiently utilized on 
Fridays, Saturdays or Mondays before 1 
p.m. for academic purposes. 

Certain steps will need to be taken to 
integrate the western NDG Campus 
(Loyola) more closely. Among these 
would be improved transportation links, 
some renovation of existing facilities for 
more classrooms (esp. larger 
classrooms). A cost analysis of remodel- 
ing the prime space of the Physical Plant 
building for classroom space should be 
undertaken. 

In considering concentration of 
departments and Faculties at one cam- 
pus or the other, one should note that 
the ‘‘dry’’ disciplines and courses are 
essentially mobile and can be taught 
anywhere, whereas the ‘‘wet’’ disciplines 
need fixed labs, studios, etc. Library 
holdings for a discipline need not be 
located on one campus, but increased 
speed and efficiency in delivering books 
to the other campus is needed. 
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This Committee suggests that the 
University should consider expanded use 
of the Loyola campus in the future. One 
possibility would be relocating on that 
campus the Faculty of Commerce and 
Administration, at least its daytime 
operation. This would not displace those 
parts of Arts and Science that are 
presently concentrated there. 

The feasibility of acquiring once a 
property and building of St. Ignatius 
School near the West Broadway en- 
trance to the Loyola campus should be 
studied. Such a decision could be reach- 
ed before a long-term proposal is made 
regarding the future size of the Faculty 
of Commerce and Administration. 


3)Financial Resources 

Briefly, beyond recommending the 
savings that would be made possible by 
the rationalization and consolidation 
already mentioned under the sections on 
human and physical resources, the Com- 
mittee recommends a review of the so- 
called historic formulas used to prepare 
the budgets of various departments. It is 
felt that here, as in the case of space 
allocation, some notable inequities exist. 

While enrolment figures and special 
grants may presently be favorable to the 
University on a short-term basis, depart- 
ments need to be alerted that some 
financial cutbacks are inevitable given 
the economic difficulties that face us, 
and the forecasted drops in enrolment. 

Deans should help departments begin 
to plan how they will adjust to those 
eventualities. These plans should be for- 
mulated by December 1983 as part of the 
first stage of the process recommended 
by this Committee. 

The inability of the Deans to transfer 
monies between certain salary codes has 
worked to the detriment of the Faculties. 
Sums of money become rigid and inflex- 
ible and force compromises as regards 
the retention of the ‘‘establishment’’ 
regardless of real needs. 

The Deans, having been given a fixed 
salary budget which they may not ex- 
ceed, should be allowed discretionary 
rights to transfer monies between certain 
salary codes to make best use of them. 


Research 

Research is a natural and vital aspect 
of a University. It is the crowning 
achievement in an institution of higher 
learning. It attracts quality students and 
faculty. It generates space, equipment 
and faculty. It is a vital complement to 
graduate studies. 

A certain uncertainty as _ regards 
research is apparent as Concordia 
University continues to move from an 
essentially undergraduate teaching 
university to a university gaining notice 
for its good programs and its research. 

As Concordia University matures, it 
must establish a coherent policy as 
regards a balanced research, graduate 


and undergraduate activities. 

Recommendations: 

e Without losing sight of its respon- 
sibility to undergraduate teaching, 
the University must plan a deliberate 
policy in regard to the amount of 
graduate work and research it will 
encourage. 

e Having made this determination, it 


must support these endeavours as ful- 
ly as possible with space equipment, 
faculty and prestige. 

e It must encourage the holding of in- 
ternational conferences as it has 
done. 

e To ensure the most effective use of 
limited resources, each Faculty 
should determine, or review as the 


case may be, its specific areas of 
specialization. 

¢ While it is important that Concordia 
University be able to achieve recogni- 
tion for research at the international 
level, emphasis should also be placed 
on specialized areas relevant to the 
Quebec and the Canadian context. 


CHAPTER IV: THE RESTRUCTURING OF THE UNIVERSITY 


In this chapter the Committee wishes 
to propose specific suggestions about 
restructuring administrative and 
academic functions and committees 
within the University. The Committee 
believes such changes will improve the 
overall effectiveness of the University 
especially in regard to academic life. The 
original mandate to this Committee en- 
visaged possible recommended changes 
in administrative structures. 

What is said here presupposes what 
has already been stated in the section 
dealing with problems of communica- 
tion at the University. 

In recommending some major restruc- 
turing of the University and transfer of 
certain responsibilities, the Committee 
does not imply incompetence or ineffec- 
tiveness of any present administrators. 
Rather it recognizes that the: ad- 
ministrative structure of Concordia 
University emerged rapidly and only 
recently in a unique fashion within 
Canadian higher education, as the result 
of the merger of two large instituions 
with separate traditions and procedures. 

Because of the merger, some decisions 
about the structure of the University 
seem to have been reached largely for 
reasons of prudence in order to allay 
fears of various constituencies, to assure 
equitable distribution of resources, and 
to give due attention to separate areas of 
the University. Some administrative 
portfolios may have expanded or con- 


tracted for political or historical 
reasons. 

The view of this Committee is that the 
University’s present administrative 


structure should not be considered 
sacrosanct. Concordia has an unusual 
opportunity to make changes without 
feeling the weight of longstanding tradi- 
tions that would bear down upon an 
older institution. 


The Present Structure 

Some explanation of the present struc- 
ture of the University is useful. Chart A 
on page 10 explains the present 
structure. It shows that the Rector is the 
chief executive officer responsible to the 
Board of Governors. He is assisted in 
turn by three Vice-Rectors: two Vice- 
Rectors, Academic and a Vice-Rector, 
Administration and Finance. 

One of the Vice-Rectors, Academic is 


now responsible for the Faculty of Arts 
and Science. To him report the three 
Deans of the various divisions of Arts 
and Science (corresponding to 
humanities, social sciences, and natural 
sciences) and one Provost who acts as a 
kind of Dean mainly for the small units 
or colleges. Also reporting to this Vice- 
Rector, Academic are: the Assistant 
Vice-Rector for Continuing Education, 
the Deans of Students, the Director of 
Guidance Services, and the Director of 
Athletics. 

The other Vice-Rector, Academic is 
responsible for the three professional 
Faculties: Commerce and Administra- 
tion, Engineering and Computer 
Science, Fine Arts. To him report the 
Deans of the three Faculties just men- 
tioned, as well as the Dean of Graduate 
Studies and the Associate Vice-Rector, 
Academic in charge of Research, as well 
as the Research Officer. 

A third Vice-Rector in the present 
structure of Concordia is the Vice- 
Rector, Administration and Finance. 
His portfolio is a very large one. To him 
report the Assistant Vice-Rector for Ad- 
mission and Liaison, the Assistant Vice- 
Rector for Registration, the Assistant 
Vice-Rector for Relations and Audit, the 
Assistant Vice-Rector for Treasury, the 
Assistant Vice-Rector for Library, the 
Assistant Vice-Rector for Physical 
Resources, as well as the Directors of the 
Computer Centre, Human Resources, 
Audio-Visual, Ancillary Services, In- 
stitutional Research, Legal Counsel. (It 
should be noted that during the final 
stages of writing this report, the Office 
of Human Resources was being transfer- 
red to the responsibility of the Vice- 
Rector, Academic for the professional 
Faculties.) 


Recommendations: 


In the view of this Committee a more 
effective and workable distribution of 
functions can be designed to achieve 
greater harmony between the academic 
and administrative dimensions of the 
University. Although some of these 
recommendations seem to be a radical 
departure from the past, they are in fact 
not all new suggestions. Similar ideas 
have been expressed before. The Com- 
mittee noted in many reports from wide- 
ly diversified individuals and groups in 


the University a growing agreement 
about these sorts of recommendations. 

The Committee makes the following 
recommendations for restructuring the 
University: 


e The offices of the two present Vice- 
Rectors, Academic should be com- 
bined into one. 

e The office of the Vice-Rector, Ad- 
ministration and Finance should be 
restructured. 

e A third office of the Vice-Rector, 
Student Services should be created. 

¢ The composition of the Senate should 
be slightly modified. Two of its stan- 
ding committees should be combined 
into one. 

e In this restructuring of the Universi- 
ty, the role and functions of the 
Faculty Councils and the Board of 
Graduate Studies should remain the 
same. 

e A Council 
recognized. 

e A Transition Committee should be 
created to assist in the implementa- 
tion of the recommendations adopted 
in light of this report. 

e Several University committees should 
be set up to insure closer collabora- 
tion between the academic and ad- 
ministrative users of certain 
resources. 


of Deans should be 


To assist in understanding what is be- 
ing proposed several other charts are 
included: 


Chart B: Revised Chart of University 

Officers 

Chart C: Some Committees 
Highlighted in this Report 

Chart D: Principal Academic Commit- 
tee of Concordia 

Chart E: Publicity Committee 

Chart F: Audio-Visual, Resources & 
Utilisation Committee 

Chart G: Computer Centre, Resources 
& Utilization Committee 


The rationale and implications of 
these eight recommendations are briefly 
escribed in what follows. We do not at- 
tempt to define or redefine each and . 
every area of University Committees ex- 
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cept in cases where changes in functions 
or relations to other units need to be 
clarified. 


1) The Proposed Office of Vice-Rector, 
Academic 

In the view of this Committee, the 
creation of the office of one Vice- 
Rector, Academic would lead to greater 
consistency in direction and in better 
coordination of the University’s human, 
physical and financial resources. It 
would also ease the task of the Rector by 
removing from his direct responsibility 
the de facto coordination of two Vice- 
Rectors, Academic. The unification of 
two offices into one would create a large 
area of responsibility for coordinating 
the academic life of the University. The 
Vice-Rector, Academic, however, would 
be aided by Deans in each of the four 
Faculties who, according to the principle 
of subsidiarity, would be given greater 
autonomy in internal matters than is 
presently the case. The person appointed 
to the office of Vice-Rector, Academic 


would need to be skilled in coordinating 
the different clusters of academic pro- 
grams in the four Faculties. This Vice- 
Rector, Academic would also coordinate 
the academic utilization of the two ma- 
jor sites or campuses of this University. 

The Deans in the four Faculties as well 
as the Dean of Graduate Studies would 
report to the Vice-Rector, Academic. It 
should be noted that a single dean of 
Graduate Studies & Research would 
combine the offices of Dean of 
Graduate Studies and the Associate 
Vice-Rector, Academic (Research). 

The Vice-Rector, Academic would 
continue to be responsible for Continu- 
ing Education especially at a time when 
requests for closer study of its modus 
operandi are increasing in the hope that 
it will become more fully integrated into 
other areas of adult education such as 
the Centre for Mature Students. 

Also reporting to the new Vice- 
Rector, Academic would be the Director 
of the Library and the Director of the 


Audio-Visual Department. This 
represents a transfer from their present 
position under the Vice-Rector, Ad- 
ministration and Finance. 

There would be some merit in placing 
under the responsibility of the Vice- 
Rector, Academic the supervision of the 
Computer Centre. However, in the judg- 
ment of this Committee, the Computer 
Centre, because its multiple respon- 
sibilities extend beyond its directly 
academic uses, is better supervised, as is 
now the case, by the Vice-Rector, Ad- 
ministration and Finance. However, as 
will be noted later, a Computer 
Resources and Utilization Committee 
will be recommended to provide special 
input from academic sectors of the 
University. 


1.2) Arts and Science 

The present arrangement of Divi- 
sional Deans in Arts and Science: Deans 
for Divisions I, II, II] and a Provost, 
would be reorganized so that Arts and 
Science would be the responsibility of a 


single Dean. This Dean would very likely 
require assistance to coordinate the 
special concerns of humanities, social 
sciences and the natural sciences. 

Furthermore, it would be the task of 
the Dean of Arts and Science, in con- 
sultation with the Vice-Rector, 
Academic, to recommend whether the 
present four-fold division would be 
retained. 

Now that the task of mounting the 
various colleges has been successfully 
completed, the role of the Provost in 
Arts and Science would be phased out 
and the administration of the colleges be 
assured by the Dean in cooperation with 
the college principals. 

In the view of this Committee, the 
present separation of the divisions in 
Arts and Science contributes to a certain 
isolation, when in fact one of the 
reasons for the creation of a unified Arts 
and Science Faculty was to prevent this 
kind of isolation. 
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2) The Office of Vice-Rector, Ad- 
ministration and Finance 

In the proposal of the Committee, the 
Vice-Rector, Administration and 
Finance would retain his portfolio for 
Treasury, Human Resources (currently 
however being shifted), Physical 
Resources, Computer Centre, Institu- 
tional Research, Relations and Audit, 
Legal Counsel, Ancillary Services, 
Security. 

Under this Vice-Rector would also 
come the Office of Public Relations 
unless the Rector judges that the special 
relationships with the provincial govern- 
ment and the business communities re- 
quire his direct supervision. Transferred 
from the portfolio of the Vice-Rector, 
Administration and Finance would be 
Admission and Liaison, Office of the 
Registrar, Library, Audio-Visual. 

The last two areas (Library and 
Audio-Visual) would be under the direc- 
tion of the Vice-Rector, Academic; the 
first two offices (Admission and 
Liaison, Registrar) would come under 
the responsibility of the Vice-Rector, 
Student Services. 


3) The Office of Vice-Rector, Student 
Services 
A new office of Vice-Rector, Student 


Services would be created to provide 
more effective services to students. 
Because of the amalgamation of the two 
Vice-Rectors, Academic, it would not 
increase the number of Vice-Rectors. 
The Vice-Rector, Student Services 
would have responsibility over the Of- 
fice of the Registrar, Admisssions and 
Liaison, Dean of Students, Student 
Guidance Services, the Council of Stu- 
dent Life, Athletics, and Cultural 
Affairs. 

Cultural Affairs would be a new func- 
tion intended to coordinate the many 
cultural and artistic events at the 
University. 


4) Composition of Senate 

Some modification in the composition 
of Senate would be required to reflect 
the changes that are being 
recommended. 

The Committee recommends the 
following new composition of Senate: 
Proposal 

1 Rector 

1 Vice-Rector, Academic 

1 Associate Vice-Rector 

(Academic Planning & Evaluation) 
5 Deans 
12 Arts & Science 
4 Commerce & Administration 


4 Engineering & Computer Science 
4 Fine Arts 

12 CUSA representatives 

2 GSA representatives 


46 TOTAL 


Present Structure 

1 Rector 

2 Vice-Rector, Academic 
2 Associate Vice-Rectors 

8 Deans/Provost 
17 Arts & Science 

4 Commerce & Administration 
4 Engin. & Comp. Science 
2 Fine Arts 
17 CUSA representatives 

2 GSA representatives 


59 TOTAL 


Remaining non-voting members of 
Senate would be: University Librarian, 
University Registrar, University Dean of 
Students. 

In addition to this new composition of 
Senate, this Committee recommends 
that two of the present standing Com- 
mittees of Senate be combined for more 
efficient coordination. 

This Committee feels that it is very im- 
portant for the University to regularly 
review the quality and viability of ex- 
isting programs. External consultation 


should be incorporated to help the 
Senate decide whether a program should 
be emphasized, improved, deemphasiz- 
ed or even cancelled. 

It is felt that such a task is better in- 
tegrated into the scope of academic 
development by the establishment of a 
single Senate Committee for Academic 
Development and Evaluation.. 

The present Committee on Academic 
Development and the Academic Evalua- 
tion Review Board would be merged. 
The new committee of Academic 
Development and Education would be 
made up of the following: 

1 Vice-Rector, Academic 
1 Associate Vice-Rector (Academic 

Planning and Evaluation) 

1 Representative from Council of 

Deans 
2 Representatives from Arts & Science 

(appointed by the Dean) 

1 Commerce & Administration (ap- 
pointed by the Dean) 
1 Engineering & Computer Science 

(appointed by the Dean) 

1 Fine Arts (appointed by the Dean) 
3 Students (including one graduate 
student) 


5) Faculty Councils and Board of 
Graduate Studies 
The role and functions of the four 
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Faculty councils and the Board of 
Graduate Studies would remain essen- 
tially the same. 


6) The Council of Deans 

While the principal responsibility for 
overseeing the academic well-being of 
the University rests with the Vice- 
Rector, Academic, it is appropriate that 
the Deans have a mechanism for sharing 
information, ideas and needs relating 
not merely to one Faculty but to the 
University as a whole. 

At the present time, the Deans meet 
informally to discuss, explore planning, 
cooperation and future developments. 
This Committee, for instance, profited 
from their collective wisdom in a major 
joint submission prepared by them for 
us. 

This Committee recommends that the 
informal arrangement be _ formally 
recognized within the University. 


7) The Transition Committee 

This Committee also recommends 
that the Board of Governors instruct the 
Rector to establish a Transition Com- 
mittee for a period of four to five years. 
The Transition Committee would assist 
the University to implement changes 
recommended by this present report. 

It is expected that the ongoing process 


initiated by the Peat, Marwick Study: 

Phase One, now being complemented by 

a Phase Two process in which University 

members participate actively would also 

require the functions of this Transition 

Committee. 

The Transition Committee would not 
be a decision-making body but advisory 
to the Rector. It would ideally include 
dedicated and energetic men and women 
chosen from the rank and file of the 
University to serve as ‘‘watchmen’’. Its 
members would be concerned not with 
special interests but with the life of the 
University as a whole. 

The Transition Committee would in- 
sure that troublesome and recurring pro- 
blems of Concordia identified in this 
report would be addressed and resolved 
by the appropriate administrators or 
committees. 

It would be authorized to publish 
regular reports to the University Com- 
munity so that all can be better informed 
of major concerns. 

The Transition Committee would be 
made up of the following persons: 

2 Appointments by Rector - one from 
the Academic sector, one from the 
Administrative sector 

1 Dean chosen by the Council of 
Deans 


Board of Governors 


Chief ixecutive 
Officer-- 
Rector & Vice- 
Chancellor 


3 Faculty members, elected by all full- 
time faculty members under the 
supervision of the Vice-Rector, 
Academic 

2 Students 


8) University Committees 

Several University committees would 
be established as user committees to ad- 
vise the directors of various support 
devices regarding coordination of 
academic and administrative interests. 

a) The Computer Resources and 
Utilization Committee would be 
chaired by the Director of the 
Computer Centre and would also 
include: one faculty member from 
each Faculty (appointed by the 
Dean); a representative of the 
Dean of Graduate Studies and 
Research; a representative each 
from the following offices: 
Registrar, Admissions and 
Liaison, Institutional Research, 
Treasurer’s office, Library. There 
would also be two student 
representatives. (Total 13). 

b) The Audio-Visual Resources and 
Utilization Committee would be 
chaired by the director of the 
Audio-Visual Department and 


Chart G: 


would have one faculty member 
from each Faculty (appointed by 
the Deans), and two student 
representatives. (Total 17). 

c) The University Publicity Commit- 
tee (essentially as already con- 
stituted), chaired by the Assistant 
Vice-Rector, Admissions and 
Liaison, the Director of Advertis- 
ing, the Coordinator for Liaison. 
One faculty member from each 
Faculty (appointed by the Deans), 
a representative of the Dean of 
Graduate Studies. (Total 8). 


8.1) Other Important Committees; 

This Committee wishes to draw atten- 
tion to two particularly important ex- 
isting committees: 

a) The Physical Resources Evalua- 
tion Team (P.R.E.T.), an ad- 
visory committee to the Rector, 
has a crucial role in space 
distribution. It is recommended 
that the Rector constitute 
P.R.E.T. so that it reflects 
academic representation from the 
Faculties similar to the users 
committee. 

b) The Senate Committee on Library 
that presently serves the function 
of a users’ committee. 


Computer Center 


Resources & Utilization 
Committee 





Vice-Rector, 
Administration- 
Finance 


Pent eae 
Treasury f- 


| Vice-Rector 
| Academic 


es 





‘Human Resources fam 

Physical | Resources 

f-LComputer Centre b= =m 
_— 


Institutional 
Research 
| cba Pitas 





f- Relations 


Computer 
Resources 
& Utilization 
Committee 


ean, Arts & 
1 Science: 7 
| / [Dean, Commerce 
| fA \& Administration 
| - ___________.— -— 
is Dean, Engineering | 
| 5 & Computer Science] 
a. a 
\" 
| ‘| De 


s 











-—- Legal Counsel 


Ancillary Services 





Surity 


RN NE 


Vice-Rector, 
Student Services 


eme—| Registrar 


Secretary of 
Senate 





—-[Admissions & Liaison] 





T 


Services 


- Athletics 





poife 


t+ Dean of Students 


Student Guidance 


-- Cultural Affairs 


Secretary of 
Board of Governors 


- 
Associate 
Vice-Rector 
Academic Development 


& Evaluation 














See Tepe Fie eee 
incil cm Student, 


| 








= 
! 
| 


i 
| 
| 

Socal ol 





be 
I 
: 
! 
! 
. 
! 
. 
i 
: 
I 
: 
i 
. 
i 
7 
i 
J 
i 
‘ 
: 
: 





| ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE 
[a 


DIRECT PARTICIPATION 


LINE OF RESPONSIBILITY 


15 








APPENDIX: ENROLMENT PROJECTIONS 


What can Concordia expect in the way 
of student clientele over the next 
decade? Existing in the changing society 
that is present-day Quebec, Concordia 
will be hard-pressed to predict the future 
with any degree of certainty. 


International Students 

The various components of student 
body clientele have shown inconsistency 
in their percentages of the total 
undergraduate clientele over the past 
years. This is especially true in the case 
of international students. In the fall of 
1979, Concordia registered 414 interna- 
tional students; in 1980, the figure was 
379, in 1981, 131 students registered. A 
slight increase may occur in 1982. 

If one can attribute this decrease to 
certain causes, then it stands to reason 
that one could also move to effect 
change in the opposite direction. A 
relaxation of the levels set for competen- 
cy in English would have an effect, 
albeit a negative one. So also would an 
increase in the quota numbers for inter- 
national students in Concordia’s three 
professional faculties. 

Positive decisions of this nature now 
affecting numbers and quality were 
taken over the past years and this Com- 
mittee has no quarrel with such 
initiatives. 

If Concordia has limited places for in- 
ternational students in some of _ its 
faculties, it is a direct result of Concor- 
dia’s wish to serve its local community 
first. The committee thus endorses the 
admission priority given to graduates of 
local CEGEPs. 


Canadian Students (non-Quebec) 

A second component is the group of 
students coming to Concordia from 
other parts of Canada. In 1979, this 
figure stood at 701. In 1980, it had been 
reduced to 643. In 1982, it had shrunk to 
616. Over a period of three years, the 
element in our student population from 
other Canadian provinces has shrunk by 
12.2%. One should not seek to correct 
this balance at the expense of local 
Quebec citizens, in the view of this 
Committee. 

Transfers 

A third component is the group of 
students who transfer from _ other 
Quebec institutions (including other 
Faculties at Concordia). In 1979, this 
figure stood at 304. In 1980, it rose to 
342 and last year, 1981, it stood at 427. 


Students from Francophone CEGEPS 

A fourth component is the number of 
students coming to Concordia from 
francophone CEGEPs. In 1979, these 
students represented 24.9% of our fall 
registration (full-time undergraduate). 
In 1981, one out of every four students 
coming to us from CEGEP institutions 
was francophone (25.6%). 

Given the fact that our anglophone 
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community, because of legal, social and 
economic factors is decreasing, it stands 
to reason that Concordia can at least ex- 
pect to maintain this percentage. A 
steady increase can logically be ex- 
pected, provided no additional legal 
constraints affect this anglophone 
community. 


Students from Anglophone CEGEPs 

The fifth component, the largest and 
most important in our student body, is 
by far graduates of anglophone 
CEGEPs. For the most part they come 
out of CEGEP General Education Pro- 
grams, designed for university-bound 
students. 

The English Language Post- 
Secondary Institutions (ELPSI) have 
provided the Committee with predic- 
tions for the coming years (to 1991). A 
copy of this breakdown is appended to 
this Report above. 

Concordia has been successtul in at- 
tracting CEGEP graduates to its pro- 
grams. Over the past years, ELPSI 
figures have shown that of all CEGEP 
people graduated from the colleges and 
attending one of the three Quebec 
anglophone universities, between 44% 
to 48% of these came to Concordia. 
Concordia’s share of CEGEP graduates 
was greatest from three of the five 
publicly supported CEGEPs. 

In 1980-81, the total number of 
graduates from the 5 publicly supported 
CEGEPs was predicted by ELPSI to be 


5610 


supported CEGEP's from 1983-1991. 


5281 4988 4780 4681 


4557 


4162 3747 





5,428. Our show 


figures that we 
registered out of that group 1,378 or 
25%. (Marianopolis, a_ privately- 


supported CEGEP supplied an addi- 
tional 89 students to increase this 
percentage to 26.6%). 

In 1981-82, the predicted number of 
students graduating from CEGEP was 
set at 5,881. Concordia registered 
(Marianopolis included) a total of 1,291 
or 22%. Our performance during recent 
fall terms in attracting CEGEP students 
from anglophone institutions stood at 
23.5% of the CEGEP graduates in the 


Projection of students to graduate from publicly 


(General Education only) 





General Education Sector. It is a grow- 
ing phenomenon that an increasing 
number of students are graduating from 
CEGEP each January. Concordia 
registered 546 students in 1979-80 and 
603 in 1980-81. 

Including the part-time registration 
for 1980-81 and 1981-82, the percentage 
of CEGEP students registering at Con- 
cordia averages out to 41.8%. It is this 
percentage of the ELPSI predictions 
that we would aspire to maintain over 
the next ten years. 





The predictions for Concordia would then appear to be: 


Enrolment Projection 
of Graduates from CEGEP 


Projection of Entries 
to Concordia from 


Year (General Education only) CEGEP population 
1983 5610 2345 
1984 5281 2207 
1985 4988 2085 
1986 4780 1998 
1987 4681 1957 
1988 4557 1905 
1989 4162 1740 
1990 3747 1566 
1991 3453 1443 





Our decline in this area would be pro- 
jected as -38% over nine years or an 
average decline each year of approxi- 
mately 4.5%. 

Naturally, there are some im- 
ponderables in such a prediction. It is 


impossible to gauge the effect of 
economic recession on the will of people 
to return to university or to commence 
studies at any level. The registration 
headcount for September ’82 may pro- 
vide insights into this aspect of the 
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problem. 

Likewise it would be difficult to 
estimate how a turn-around in the 
economy would affect the numbers of 
students attending Concordia over the 
next decade. Any gain in numbers made 
because of the recession might continue 
for at least the next five to six years. 

During the months of August and 
September 1982, local newspapers in 
Montreal have highlighted the fact that 
some of our anglophone CEGEPs have 
been turning away qualified applicants 
because of lack of facilities. This is un- 
doubtedly true. Furthermore, a 
shambles has been made of the ELPSI 
predictions which were made on the 
basis of continuing secondary school 
figures. 

The Committee feels that while these 
swollen figures may distort the popula- 
tion trends for a few years, inevitably 


one has to fall back on the actual high 
school enrolments as the basis for 
prediction. In this sense, the ELPSI 
predictions are relatively correct within 
this time frame. 

One cannot discount the effects which 
Law 101 has had on the primary and 
secondary school systems (anglophone) 
of this province. An extension of this 
law to include the CEGEPs would have 
serious effects on Concordia. 

Since the passing of Law 101, a 
number of anglophone parents have 
favored sending their children to fran- 
cophone school rather than entering 
them in French ‘‘immersion’’ classes 
organized by the anglophone sections. 
The Committee felt this to be another 
imponderable factor in predicting future 
university enrolments. 

It was felt that at some time in the 
school careers of these young people, a 


reversion back to the anglophone in- 
stitutions either at the CEGEP or 
university level could occur. 

It is difficult to estimate the real fran- 
cophone content of francophone schools 
because of this social phenomenon. 
Likewise, the number of allophone 
students required by Law 101 to attend 
primary and/or secondary schools could 
in a few years increase the CEGEP 
clientele and thus affect our university 
population as well. An adjustment in the 
language policies of the present govern- 
ment of Quebec or the bilingual policies 
of the federal government could result in 
a détente which would favor an increase 
in the anglophone university student 
body. 

In concluding this section, the Com- 
mittee feels that it is realistic to an- 
ticipate a slight decrease in this Univer- 
sity’s population over the next decade. 


The Fahey Committee: 
Who are they? 


The University Committee on Priorities and Planning, which submitted 
its report to the Board of Governors last week, was chaired by Theology 
Professor Michael Fahey and included two other academics, a University 


administrator and a graduate student. 


Michael Fahey is Professor of Systematic Theology and was Director 
of Graduate Studies in the Dept. of Theological Studies until June, 1982. 
He has been a member of the faculty since 1976, and is a former 
executive secretary of the faculty association. 

Richard Cheng is Professor in the Dept. of Mechanical Engineering. 
He has been with the University since 1972. 

Alfred Pinsky, who was the founding dean of the Faculty of Fine 
Arts, has been associated with the University since 1956. He retired as 
dean in May, 1980, and is now _ Professor in the Dept. of Drawing and 


Painting. 


Bill Shore, the administrator, is Assistant Vice-Rector, Liaison and 
Admissions. He is responsible for student recruitment and admissions, as 
well as the University Advertising Department. 

Susan Murray is a graduate student in Applied Linguistics and also 


teaches part-time at the University. 


New formulas for financing Concordia’s 
contribution to Quebec and to the wider 
Canadian and world communities are 
essential. 

However, in the last analysis, it will be 
Concordia’s never ending pursuit of 
quality in its courses and in its people 
that will be the best indicator for the 
future. Coupled with the knowledge that 
the 14 to 24 age group is diminishing, 
that the 24 to 40 age group is expanding, 
that the number of women entering the 
job market has and will be increasing, 
Concordia would be well advised to take 
cognizance of these facts and plan for its 
coming clientele accordingly. 

The Committee feels optimistic about 
Concordia’s role in serving the future 
university needs of this province and this 
country. 
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